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Abstract  
First, this study investigated the effect of dynamic written corrective feedback (DWCF) on writing abilities such as accuracy, 
fluency and complexity. Second, it investigated the effect of DWCF on grammar instruction. The core component of the 
treatment included having students write a paragraph for 10 minutes each session of treatment. Then the instructor provided 
students with coded feedback on their daily writing, and encouraged them to apply what they had learned in subsequent writing. 
After the treatment, the same pre-tests were given to the participants in order to measure the effectiveness of the instructional 
approaches in each group. In order to answer the research questions, independent t-tests were run and it indicated that the effect 
of DWCF on writing accuracy and grammar instruction was much greater than its effect on fluency and complexity. The results 
of this study are considered to be useful in methodological issues related to writing ability, grammar instruction and error 
correction techniques. 
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1. Introduction  
In an attempt to provide practitioners with guidance for the best ways to teach L2 writing, many studies over the 
past few decades have examined the effects of error correction or written corrective feedback and its subsequent 
effects on language learning. For example, some researchers such as Truscott (2007) have claimed that WCF is a 
‘clear and dramatic failure’ (p. 271). Ferris (1999) disputed this claim, arguing that it was not possible to dismiss 
correction in general as it depended on the quality of the correction – in other words, if the correction was clear and 
consistent it would work. Yet a growing body of evidence suggests that WCF can improve writing accuracy in 
limited contexts.     
Sheen (2007) investigated the effects of written corrections on intermediate ESL learners’ use of English 
‘articles’ in narratives and compared direct CF alone and direct CF in combination with metalinguistic CF. In 
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general, the results of this study showed that direct CF in combination with metalinguistic CF was more effective 
than direct CF.  
Bitchener (2008) who compared three types of direct corrective feedback: a combination of direct feedback and 
written and oral metalinguistic explanation; direct feedback and written metalinguistic explanation; and direct 
feedback only. It was found that the accuracy of students who received feedback in the immediate post-test 
outperformed those in the control group who received no corrective feedback in the use of the referential indefinite 
‘a’ and referential definite ‘the’. Result of this study indicates positive effects of written corrective feedback on 
particular linguistic features in students’ writing.  
Ellis et al., (2008) compared the effects of focused and unfocused written CF on the accuracy of Japanese 
university students who used the English indefinite and definite articles to denote anaphoric reference in written 
narratives. The focused group received correction of just ‘article’ errors on three written narratives while the 
unfocused group received correction of ‘article’ errors alongside corrections of other errors. The CF was equally 
effective for the focused and unfocused groups. This study indicates that written CF is effective, at least where 
English ‘articles’ are concerned, and thus strengthens the case for teachers providing written CF. 
All the above-mentioned and so many others lead us to make a final decision and put an end to all our 
irresolution and uncertainty. Therefore, this work is an attempt to contribute to this line of research. 
2. Research Questions 
The study reported below was designed to investigate the following research questions: 
1. Will the DWCF produce greater linguistic accuracy on L2 learners’ use of ‘conditionals’ and ‘wish’ statements 
when compared to the traditional instructional method? 
2. Will the DWCF produce equivalent levels of fluency on L2 learners’ use of ‘conditionals’ and ‘wish’ 
statements when compared to the traditional approach? 
3. Will the DWCF produce greater levels of complexity on L2 learners’ use of ‘conditionals’ and ‘wish’ 
statements when compared to the traditional approach? 
4. Does DWCF have any significant effect on Iranian intermediate EFL learners’ development of a specific set of 
linguistic features (‘conditionals’ and ‘wish statements’ in this study)? 
 
3. Method 
 
3.1. Design: The study used a “pretest, treatment, posttest design” involving intact classes. Like the control group, 
students in the treatment group wrote two 30-minute essays. Students who participated in this study received lessons 
on other skill areas as well as grammar during the course of this study. Both classes met twice a week, each session 
105 minutes of language instruction. 
 
3.2. Participants and Instructional Context: The subjects who participated in the present study included 32 EFL 
students out of 49 female students who were from two intact intermediate classes at the private institute in Iran. The 
researchers employed accidental or convenience sampling in intact classes (Ary, Jacobs, & Razavieh, 1996). Since 
the treatment was provided before the usual class time, the researcher also received the participants’ consent. The 
participants were randomly assigned to two groups. The control group was made up of 15 students and their age 
ranged from 17 to 25. The treatment group included 17 students with ages ranging from 17 to 32.  
 
3.3. Instruments: First, the researchers used a sample of the Nelson English Language Test (section 200 A), adapted 
from Fowler and Coe (1976), to determine the learners’ level of general English language proficiency and ensure the 
homogeneity of the participants. The other instrument used in this study was the multiple choice grammar test 
administered to the students in both control and treatment groups to make sure that subjects were not familiar with 
‘wish’ statements and conditionals” structures. Due to the fact that the researchers intended to investigate the effects 
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of feedback on the learners’ writing accuracy, fluency and complexity a pretest of writing was also taken. After the 
treatment period, each subject was given two posttests exactly like the pretest.  
 
 
 
3.4. Procedure 
The experimental group in this study was asked to write a 10-minute paragraph on a fairly general topic. The 
students were not informed about the topic in advance. After each 10-minute paragraph, the researchers marked 
them for linguistic accuracy, fluency and complexity, using a specified set of error symbols put under or above the 
place where the error occurred. The students were asked to identify the types of errors based on the error symbols 
given by the researcher and to fix the problems by themselves.  
3.5. Analysis: To assure that the subjects’ scores in writing pretest and post test were reliable estimate of their 
ability and to explore the consistency of the scores, the inter-rater reliability of the scores was assessed through 
Spearman-Brown through SPSS (.88 for pretest; .96 for posttest). 
The students' writing accuracy scores were measured using two different types of measure: holistic scoring and 
the percentage of correct usage of target structure. According to Wolfe-Quintero et al. (1998) in order to measure 
writing fluency; total number of structural units written in 30 minutes was measured. Total number of dependent 
clauses written in 30 minutes per total clauses was calculated in order to measure complexity. Group means and 
standard deviations were then calculated for each group on pretest and posttest occasions. Tests of statistical 
significance were carried out by means of t-test. 
4. Results and Discussion 
Initially to make sure participants were homogenized, the Nelson proficiency test wasadministered. The results of 
descriptive statistics are given in table 1. 
 
Table 1. Desciptive statistics: Nelson proficiency test 
                                             
The first research question investigated the effect of DWCF on writing accuracy. A t-tests was conducted for 
experimental and control groups before the treatment to compare the means of two groups. The t-test for equality of 
means showed that significant value is .73 which is greater than .05, i.e. there is no significant difference between 
the groups at the beginning of treatment. The Leven's test of homogeneity of variances F= .97 is much higher than 
the significant level. Consequently, it can be claimed that the participants of the study were homogenous in their 
writing accuracy prior to the beginning of the study. A t-test analysis performed on the means of the posttest and 
confirmed that the significant value is less than .05, i e. there was a significant difference between the treatment and 
control groups mean scores on the posttest of writing accuracy after the administration of DWCF (Table 2). 
 
Table 2: Pre- & Post-writing Accuracy t-test 
 
N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error 
95% Confidence Interval for 
Mean 
Min Max Lower Bound Upper Bound 
  Control Group 15 33.60 2.131 .550 32.42 34.78 31 36 
Experimental Group 17 32.59 2.152 .522 31.48 33.69 30 35 
 Total 32 33.06 2.169 .383 32.28 33.84 30 36 
 
Levene's Test for 
Equality of Variances t-test for Equality of Means 
F Sig. t df 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 
95% Confidence 
Interval of the 
Difference 
Lower Upper 
Equal variances assumed .970 .332 .344 30 .733 .04486 .13038 -.22141 .31113 
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The second research question investigated the effect of DWCF on writing fluency. Two t-tests were run to 
compare the means of the experimental and control groups on the pretests and posttests. Writing fluency was not 
significantly different from one group to the next at both the pretest and posttest occasions, but the treatment group 
demonstrated higher fluency score although it is not significant. Thus the null hypothesis was accepted and the 
treatment group appears to have been unaffected by the experiment (Table 3). 
 
Table 3: Pre- & Post-writing Fluency t-test 
 
In order to investigate the third research question, Complexity was defined as number of dependent clause 
divided by the total number of C-units for a given essay.  The results suggests that while the complexity of students 
writing in the treatment group (M= .54, SD= .09) increased over the course of the experimental period, the 
complexity of student writing in the control (M= .50, SD= .22) group also seems to have been increased. According 
to Table 4, the Sig (2-tailed) is greater than .05. Therefore, it can be claimed that the effect of experiment on writing 
complexity may seem small and there is not statistically significant difference between two groups. 
 
Table 4: Pre- & Post-writing Complexity t-test 
 
The fourth research question investigated the effect of methodology in grammar instruction. In other words the 
researchers intended to explore if the methodology would be effective in grammar instruction. For so doing, the 
descriptive statistics for control and treatment groups are compared and presented in table 5. 
 
Table 5: Descriptive statistics: grammar test 
Equal variances not assumed   .341 28.043 .736 .04486 .13153 -.22455 .31427 
Equal variances assumed 
Equal variances not assumed 
23.339 .000 -4.541 30 .000 -.48118 .10597 -.69760 -.26475 
  -4.314 16.878 .000 -.48118 .11154 -.71664 -.24571 
 
Levene's Test for 
Equality of Variances t-test for Equality of Means 
F Sig. t df 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 
95% Confidence 
Interval of the 
Difference 
Lower Upper 
Equal variances assumed 
Equal variances not assumed 
8.413 .007 .888 30 .382 1.3058 1.47077 -1.6978 4.3095 
  .855 20.29 .403 1.3058 1.527 -1.8771 4.488 
Equal variances assumed 
Equal variances not assumed 
1.323 .259 -.750 30 .459 -.776 1.034 -2.8901 1.33720 
  -.741 27.31 .465 -.776 1.047 -.2.9246 1.37172 
 
Levene's Test for 
Equality of Variances t-test for Equality of Means 
F Sig. t df 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 
95% Confidence 
Interval of the 
Difference 
Lower Upper 
Equal variances assumed 
Equal variances not assumed 
1.311 .261 -.497 30 .623 -.03984 .08010 -.20344 .12375 
 -.492 27.421 .627 -.03984 .08104 -.20600 .12631 
Equal variances assumed 
Equal variances not assumed 
2.186 .150 -.612 30 .545 -.03612 .05903 -.15668 .08444 
 -.585 18.268 .566 -.03612 .06178 -.16577 .09354 
 Groups N M SD 
 
Grammar Pretest  
Control 15 21.6 10.7 
Treatment 17 27.2 6.7 
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As shown in the table 5, the mean score for treatment group is higher than the mean score for control group. The 
Sig (2-tailed), according to t-test is less than .05. Consequently, the fourth hypothesis is rejected and we can 
conclude that DWCF is significantly better than the traditional approach in grammar instruction. Moreover, it helps 
student to understand English grammar rules more easily from their own mistakes by applying their grammar 
knowledge in writing, they could become aware of their common mistakes through the teacher’s constant error 
feedback and reduce those errors. 
5. Conclusion 
In response to the first research question, data from holistic and evaluations indicate that the provision of DWCF 
had a significant effect, enabling the learners to use the targeted functions with greater accuracy over the one month 
period. These gains are quite pronounced between writing samples taken from the beginning and end of the 
treatment period. The enduring effect on accuracy over a one-month period is clear evidence of the potential for 
focused WCF to help learners acquire features of a second language. Involving learners in the process of CF can 
provide information to teachers as to which linguistic features they may find more problematic. When working with 
students, teachers can inform students on the purpose of providing feedback and on which particular error type they 
will focus on. Hence, DWCF is preferable to traditional grammar instruction for intermediate EFL students when it 
comes to improving linguistic accuracy and grammar instruction. This suggests that the four principles of DWCF 
can be successfully applied in to different contexts. The results of this study demonstrate the value of focusing on a 
single error category rather than using an all grouping of grammar errors. The findings show that in order to support 
L2 writers in improving linguistic errors in writing, it may prove productive to target one or two language errors 
rather than an unfocused approach. This facilitates students' ability to focus on a few errors to which they can attend 
and learn to implement in future writing and in response to the question whether to correct or not we can say that 
leaving the errors unnoticed might result in the fossilization of the erroneous structures. Hence, the researchers stand 
against too much error negligence and subsequently believe that errors should be corrected either on the spot or with 
delay. Teachers can explore a variety of CF strategies that might be better suited in their own contexts. According to 
Guénette (2007) the success or failure of corrective feedback will depend on the classroom context, the type of 
errors students make, their proficiency level, the type of writing they are asked to do, and a collection of other 
variables that are as of yet unknown. (pp. 52-53). 
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